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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-15, 18-29 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

As per claims 1 , 29 and 31 ; the phrase "determining local content grouping near 
each title extracted 1 ' is confusing. The phrase may be understood either as combining 
different forms of the same terms, or collecting different type of information associated 
with an identified term. 

Claims 2-15 and 19-28 are rejected as being dependent on claim 1 . 



35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 1-15 and 18-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
method for compiling identity and contact information does not recite a limitation in the 
technological arts. The independently claimed steps of: searching the Internet to identify 
and obtain files containing senior management information including title, names and 
contact information; parsing said files to extract said title information; determining a local 
content grouping near each title extracted; identifying and extracting a name associated 
with said title from said grouping; evaluating past tense relationship of said name and 
title; and discarding or selecting said name and title based on said evaluating step, are 
abstract ideas which can be performed mentally without interaction of a physical 
structure. The method step of: "searching the Internet to identify and obtain files" may 
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be understood as merely browsing the Internet, and "parsing", "determining", 
"identifying", "evaluating" and "discarding" steps may be understood as mentally 
analyzing the Web content, without using a computer. However, the claimed invention 
must utilize technology in a non-trivial manner (Ex parte Bowman, 61 USPQ2d 1665, 
1671 (Bd. Pat App. & Inter. 2001)). 

Because the independently claimed invention is directed to an abstract idea 
which does not recite a limitation in the technological arts, those claims and claims 
depending from them, are not permitted under 35 (JSC 101 as being related to non- 
statutory subject matter. However, in order to consider those claims in light of the prior 
art, examiner will assume that those claims recite statutorily permitted subject matter. 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 5-10, 13-14, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Baker et al. (US 6,338,067) in view of Wical (US 6,061675). 

Baker et al. (hereinafter Baker) teaches a method and system for searching a 
structured database containing information (files) related to various entities, comprising: 

As per claims 1, 29 and 31, searching said database over the Internet to identify 
and obtain information related to a company management record, management title 
record, management background, contact names, including addresses, telephone and 
fax numbers, web site and email addresses (Fig. 2; C. 3, L. 25-28; C. 6, Table II; C. 7, 
L. 25-41). Various types of information are relationally linked across the Internet, and 



accessible to a user over the net by querying key terms (individual data items) (C. 2, L. 
3-16). 
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However, Baker does not specifically teach that said querying key terms includes 
parsing technique; evaluating a past tense relationship of the extracted title and name 
records; and selecting said records based on said evaluating step. 

Wical teaches a method and system for classifying terminology utilizing a 
structured database, wherein a parsing technique is employed to determine a verb 
tense, wherein said verb is selected based on said determination (C. 78, L. 14-15; C. 
52, L 11-19, C. 70, L 19-22). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify Baker 
to include parsing the quires for key terms, and evaluating a past tense relationship of 
the extracted information, as disclosed in Wical, because it would enhance the 
capability of the system by allowing to tailor a search strategy to specific needs of the 
user, thereby increase the market value of the system. 

As per claims 5-10, obtaining said information over the Internet obviously 
indicates accessing websites (Baker; C. 3, L. 25-26). Information as to "corporate", 
"magazine", "newspaper", "pressrelease", "professional" and/or "association" web 
sites is non-functional language and given no patentable weight. Non-functional 
descriptive material cannot render non-obvious an invention that would otherwise have 
been obvious. See: In re Gulack 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 
1983) In re Dembiczak 175 F.3d 994, 1000, 50 USPQ2d 1614, 1618 (Fed. Cir 1999). 
The specific example of non-functional descriptive material is provided in MPEP 2106, 
Section VI: (example 3) a process that differs from the prior art only with respect to non- 
functional descriptive material that cannot alter how the process steps are to be 
performed. The method steps, disclosed in Baker and Wical would be performed the 
same regardless of the type of web sites. 

As per claim 1 1 , obtaining said information over the Internet obviously indicates 
using a publicly accessible search engine (Baker; C. 3, L. 25-26). 

As per claims 13-14, see claim 1. 

Claims 2-4, 30 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Baker and Wical in view of Johnson et al. (US 6,553,385). 
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As per claims 2-4, Baker and Wical teach all the limitations of claims 2-4, 
including storing web site addresses of accessed files (C. 6, Table II), except evaluating 
a confidence level of the results of the search. 

Johnson et al. (herein after Johnson) teaches a method and system for 
information extraction from documents, wherein a confidence measurement is applied 
to the search results (column 10, lines 20-22). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Baker and Wical to include documents found comprises 
evaluating a confidence level of the results of the search, because it would allow to 
determine which searching technique is the most accurate, thereby enhance the 
performance of the system. 

As per claims 30 and 32, Baker and Wical teach: a searching means for 
obtaining structured database information over the Internet; said information is related 
to a company management record, management title record, management background, 
contact names, including addresses, telephone and fax numbers, web site and email 
addresses (Baker; Fig. 2; C. 3, L. 25-28; C. 6, Table II; C. 7, L. 25-41); a parsing means 
and tense evaluation means for determining a past tense relationship of the extracted 
title and name records (Wical; C. 78, L. 14-15). 

However, Baker and Wical do not teach an integrity evaluation means for 
determining whether said obtained information is valid. 

Johnson teaches a method and system for information extraction from 
documents, including a means for confidence (integrity) measurement of the search 
results (column 10, lines 20-22). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Baker and Wical to include a means for evaluation of the 
integrity level of the obtained information, as disclosed in Wical, because it would allow 
to determine which searching technique is the most accurate, thereby enhance the 
performance of the system. 
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Claim 12 and 18-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Baker and Wical in view of Lawrence et al. (US 6,289,342). 

As per claim 12, Baker and Wical teach all the limitations of claim 12, including 
obtaining said information over the Internet (Baker; C. 3, L. 25-26), except using a 
custom designed spider. 

Lawrence et al. (hereinafter Lawrence) teaches autonomous citation indexing 
and literature browsing using citation context, wherein a "crawler" (spider) module is 
employed (C. 29, L. 29-35). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Baker and Wical to include that said information was 
obtained using a spider, as disclosed in Lawrence, because without indicating the 
advantage of using a spider over the prior art, using said spider is appears to be a 
matter of business choice. 

Information as to "custom designed" spider is non-functional language and given 
no patentable weight. Non-functional descriptive material cannot render non-obvious an 
invention that would otherwise have been obvious. See: In re Gulack 703 F.2d 1381, 
1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. C/r. 1983) In re Dembiczak 175 F.3d 994, 1000, 50 
USPQ2d 1614 f 1618 (Fed. C/r. 1999). 

Also, Lawrence teaches: 

As per claims 18-19, using identifiers to locate said data (C. 8, L. 65 - C. 9, L. 

28). 

As per claims 20-21 , rating said business data (C. 1 1 , L. 8-9). 

As per claim 22, using inclusion and exclusion characteristics to extract said 
business data (C. 12, L 7-11). 

As per claim 23, normalizing said business data (column 12, lines 7-23; column 
14, lines 29-67). 

As per claim 24, eliminating duplicate sets of business data (column 8, lines 8-9); 
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Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Baker and Wical in view of Maddaiozzo, Jr. et al. (US 6,460,060). 

As per claim 15, Baker and Wical teach all the limitations of claim 15, except that 
said files are located using a previously generated list of said files. 

Maddaiozzo, Jr. et al. (hereinafter Maddaiozzo) teaches a method and system for 
searching web browser history, wherein searching for files over the Internet is based on 
the previously generated list of said files (C. 2, L. 37-45). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Baker and Wical to include that searching for files over 
the Internet is based on the previously generated list of said files, as disclosed in 
Maddaiozzo, because it would allow to save time during browsing the "favorite" sites, 
thereby make the browsing convenient to users. 

Claims 25-26 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Baker and Wical in view of Yong (US 6,560,606). 

As per claims 25-26 and 28, Baker and Wical teach all the limitations of claims 
25-26 and 28, except extracting date or time stamps of said files containing said 
information. 

Yong teaches a method and system for processing of metered data, including 
extracting time stamps of the located files (C. 7, L. 48-49). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Baker and Wical to include extracting time stamps of the 
located files, as disclosed in Yong, because it would allow to differentiate fees for using 
said system in accordance with peak hours, thereby providing billing flexibility to the 
users. 

Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Baker, Wical and Maddaiozzo in view of Yong (US 6,560,606). 
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As per claim 27, Baker, Wical and Maddalozzo teach all the limitations of claim 
27, including searching for files based on the previously generated list of said files 
(Maddalozzo; C. 2, L 37-45), except extracting date or time stamps of said files 
containing said information. 

Yong teaches a method and system for processing of metered data, including 
extracting time stamps of the located files (C. 7, L. 48-49). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Baker, Wical and Maddalozzo to include extracting time 
stamps of the located files, as disclosed in Yong, because it would allow to differentiate 
fees for using said system in accordance with peak hours, thereby providing billing 
flexibility to the users. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-15 and 18-32 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure (see form PTO-892). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Igor Borissov at 
telephone number (703) 305-4649. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the Receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 
308-1113. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
Supervisor, John Weiss, can be reached at (703) 308- 2702. 
Any response to this action should be mailed to: 
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Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington D.C. 20231 

or faxed to: 

(703) 305-7687 [Official communications; including After Final 

communications labeled "Box AF"] 
Hand delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park 5, 2451 Crystal 
Drive, Arlington, VA, 7 th floor receptionist. 



JOHN G. WEISS 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 3600 



